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REMARKS 

Claims 1-7 and 9-12 are pending in the present application. Claim 9 has been amended 
to depend frojin claim 1, Instead of canceled claim 8, and the amendment Is direct to foim only. 
Entry of the above amendment is respectfully requested. 

I. Response to Rejection of Claim 9 under 35 U.S.C. § 112, second paragraph 
Claim 9 is rejected under 35 U-S.C, §112, second p9ragraph, as aliegedly being 

indefinite. Tlie Examiner asserts that claim 9 Is vague and Indefinite since it depends from a 
canceled claim. 

Claim 9 has been amended to depend from claim 1. Accordingly, it is respectfully 
requested ttrat the rejection be withdrawn. 

II. Response to Double Patenting Re/jections Over copending i^pljf;^tion ffo» 

iQ/^QZ.mm wmMi 

A. Claims 1-12 ar<aj3FOvisionaily rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-tiqDe double patenting as allegedly being unpatentable over claims 1, S-ll, 13, 15, 
18, 20 and 24-26 of copending Application No. 10/503,894 (US ,2005/0178288) for the reasons 
of record. 

B. Claims 1-11 are provisionally regected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting as allegedly being unpatentable over claims 1 and 9-14 of 
copending Application No. 10/807,442 (US 2004/0200385) for the reasons of record. 

Without conceding in the merits of ttie rejections and to advance prosecution, Applicants 
submit herewidi terminal disclaimers to disclaim tiie terminal part of any patent granted on this 
application which would extend beyond the expiration of the full statutory term of any U,S. 
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Patent issuing from Application No. 10/503,894 and the full statutory term of U.S. Patent 
7,077,894 (Application No. 10/807,442 has issued as U.S. Patent 7,077,894). 

In addition, Applicants submit that the filing of a terminal disclaimer to obviate a 
rejection based on non-statutory double patenting is not an admission of the propriety of the 
rejection. 

In view erf the above, withdrawal of the non-statutory obviousness-type double 

patenting rejections Is respectfully requested. 

m. t^esponse to Retectign pf q^img 1-?, 7, 9 ^ U Un«gr 35 U.g.C. mZm 

Ciaims 1-5, 7 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. :§102(b) as allegedly being anticipated 
by Kabalnov (US 6,261,350) for the reasons of record. 
Applicants r^pectfully traverse the reejction. 

The Examiner asserts that Kabalnov teaches the use of Direct Blue 199, which Is an 
anionic dye having lour heterocyclic groups In the phthalocyanlne skeleton (i.e., an anionic dye 
having at least two heterocyclic groups) and that claims 1 and 2 would broadly cover the Direct 
Blue 199 of Kabalnov appears reasonable. 

Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Independent claims 1 and 2 recite that each Ink contains at least one dye having an 
anionic group and at least two heterocyclic groups. 

Kabalnov discloses a dye-based ink-jet printing system comprising cyan, yellow, and 
magenta inks. Direct Blue 199 Is a cyan dye, and therefore, could be contained in a cyan ink. 
However, it would not be contained in a yellow ink or a magenta ink. Therefore, Kabalnov 
does not disclose, teach or suggest an ink set where each of the inks in the ink set contains a 
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dye having an anionic group and at least two heterocyclic groujK, Thus, Kabalnov does not 
antidpate daims 1 and 2. 

For the above reasons, it Is respectfully siijmitted that claims 1-5, 7, 9 and 11 are 
patentable over Kabalnov, and withdrawal of the rejection Is respedfully requested. 

iv. Rggponss to Reiefitjgn of claims h Z, 4, 5, 9 arm %l \inm 3S mm) 

Claims 1, 2, 4, 5 and 11 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Berger et al. (US 2004/0163568). 
Applicants respectfully traverse the rejection. 

the Examiner asserts that the Ri and Rj substituents of the metallized dye each 
independently are a solubi(i2ang group, such as sulfonate and carboxylate, and that the formula 
contains two heterocyclic groups. Therefore, the Examiner considers the metallized dye of 
Berger to be an anionic dye containing at least two heterocyclic groups, and takes the position 
that claims 1 and 2 would broadly cover the metallized dye of Berger. 

Applicants respectfully disagree. 

Berger discloses a inl< Jet printing set comprising cyan, yellow, and magenta inks. The 
dye represented by formula (it) is used in a yellow ink, but is not used in a cyan ink or a 
magenta ink. Thus, similar to Kabalnov, Berger does not disclose, teach or suggest an Ink set 
where each of the inks in the ink set contains a dye having an aniohic group and at least two 
heterocyclic groups. Accordingly, Berger does not anticipate independent daims 1 and 2. 

For the above nsasons, it is respectfully siJamitted that claims 1, 2, 4, 5, 9 and 11 are 
patentable over Berger, and witfidrawai of the rejection is respectfully requested. 
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V. Condusioii 

In view of the above, recpnsiderat'pn and allowance of claims 1-7 and 9-12 Is 
respectfully requested. 

If any points remain In i^ue which the Examiner feels may be best resolved through a 
personal or telephone interview, the Examiner Is kindly requested to contact the undersigned at 
the telephone number listed below. 

The USPTO Is directed and authorized to charge ail required fees, except for the Issue 
Fee and the Publication Fee, to Deposit Account No. 19-4880. Please also credit any 
overpayments to said Deposit Account. 



Respectfully submitted. 



SUGHRUE MION, PLLC 
Telephone: (202) 293-7060 
Facsimile: (202) 293-7860 




Registration No. 47,121 



WASHINGtOW DCSyGURUE/a65550 



65565 



Date: January 10, 2007 
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